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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election with traverse of claims 1-9, in the reply filed on June 5, 2007, 
is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the process recited in claim 10 
would inherently result In the product recited in claim 1 and that the process specially 
adapted for the manufacture of said product; thus the method is not distinct or different 
from the claimed device invention. The argument is found persuasive, and thus, the 
restriction requirement mailed on April 5, 2007, is hereby withdrawn. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 2-1 5 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

In line 1 of claims 2-9, the limitation of "An integrated circuit," should be amended 
to recite -The integrated circuit--. 

In line 1 of claim 10, the limitation of "an integrated circuit," should be amended 
to recite -the integrated circuit--. 

In line 1 of claims 11-15, the limitation of "A method," should be amended to 
recite -The method--. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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With respect to claim 10, the limitation of "a set of cells, each cell comprising an 
electrical device having a device parameter with a parameter value which is a function 
of random parametric variations," in lines 2-4, is indefinite because the limitations are 
also recited in claim 1, and it is unclear whether these limitations are referring back to 
the limitations in claim 1 or are different limitations. For examination purposes, the 
limitations will be interpreted such that they are the same limitation as those already 
recited in claim 1. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 1 1-15 depend from claim 10, and thus also have the same issue. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-6 and 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lofstrom (US 6,161,213). 

With respect to claim 1, Lofstrom discloses an integrated circuit comprising a set 
of cells (46 and 50, Fig. 2), each cell comprising an electrical device having a device 
parameter with a parameter value which is a function of random parametric variations, 
the set of cells comprising: 

a first subset of identification cells (62, Fig. 3); and 
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a second subset of cells (50, Fig. 8) for generating an identification code (FIG. 2) 
by measuring tlie parameter values of the identification cells (62) wherein the 
identification cells have first random parametric variations and the cells of the second 
subset (50, Fig. 8) have second random parametric variations (col. 4: Ins. 10-21, col. 
5: Ins. 46-51). 

Thus, Lofstrom teaches all the limitations of the claim with the exception of 
explicitly disclosing: wherein the first random parametric variations being larger than the 
second random parametric variations. 

However, Lofstrom does disclose that increasing the random parametric 
variations of the identification cells provides robustness to the integrated circuit 
identification (ICID) device (col. 7: Ins. 10-12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to form the identification cells with random parametric variations 
that are larger than the random parametric variations of the second subset of cells used 
for generating an identification code, because increasing the parametric variations of 
the identification cells provides robustness (col. 7: Ins. 10-12), and thus, increases 
reliability to the device. 

With respect to claim 2, Lofstrom teaches wherein the first random parametric 
variations cause random differences among the parameter values of the identification 
cells (col. 4: Ins. 58-67, col. 5: Ins. 1-8), the random differences each having an 
absolute value, the absolute values having an average value; and the second random 
parametric variations cause an offset in the parameter values of the identification cells 
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(col. 7: Ins. 25-43), the offset having an absolute value, the average value being larger 
than the absolute value of the offset. 

With respect to claim 3, Lofstrom teaches wherein the identification cells (62, 
Figs. 3 and 4) each contain only one electrical device (col. 15: Ins. 38-40). 

With respect to claim 4, Lofstrom teaches wherein the random parametric 
variations comprise a random distribution of doping atoms in at least a part of the 
electrical device (Fig. 6; col. 6: Ins. 44-59). 

With respect to claim 5, Lofstrom teaches wherein the electrical device 
comprises a metal oxide semiconductor field effect transistor (84, Fig. 6) comprising a 
source (88), a drain (90), a gate (86), and a channel ("under gate oxide," col. 6: Ins. 
50-51), which is situated between the source, the drain and the gate, the channel being 
electrically insulated from the gate by an oxide, the part of the electrical device shaving 
the random distribution of doping atoms comprising the channel (col. 6: Ins. 44-59, col. 
7: Ins. 14-15). 

With respect to claim 6, Lofstrom wherein the electrical device comprises an 
ohmic resistor having a resistance value, which is a function of the random parametric 
variations (col. 15: Ins. 40-42). 

With respect to claim 10, Lofstrom teaches wherein the integrated circuit 
comprises a substrate (92, Fig. 6) and a set of cells (62, Fig. 3), each cell comprising 
an electrical device (Fig. 4) having a device parameter with a parameter value which is 
a function of random parametric variations, the substrate comprising a first portion and a 
second portion (Fig. 6; col. 44-59). 
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Thus, Lofstrom teaches all the limitations of the claim with the exception of 
explicitly disclosing: a step which causes the cells to have the random parametric 
variations, wherein means for increasing the random parametric variations, in at least a 
part of the first portion with respect to the random parametric variations in the second 
portion are applied during at least part of the execution of said step. However, note that 
such a limitation is drawn to a product-by-process, and therefore given no patentable 
weight (MPEP 2113). 

With respect to claim 1 1 , the limitation of "wherein during at least a part of the 
step of applying the means for increasing the random parametric variations the second 
portion is covered by a first mask which at least partly prevents an increase of the 
random parametric variations in the second portion," is also drawn to a product-by- 
process, and therefore given no patentable weight (MPEP 21 13). 

With respect to claim 12, the limitation of "wherein the step causing random 
parametric variations comprises a sub-step causing random parametric variations in at 
least a part of the second portion while the first portion is covered by a second mask 
which at least partly prevents introducing the random parametric variations in the first 
portion during the sub-step," is also drawn to a product-by-process, and therefore given 
no patentable weight (MPEP 21 1 3). 

With respect to claim 13, the limitation of "wherein the step causing the random 
parametric variations comprises implanting doping atoms," is also drawn to a product- 
by-process, and therefore given no patentable weight (MPEP 21 13). 
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With respect to claim 14, the limitation of "wherein the means for increasing the 
random parametric variations comprise objects randomly distributed over at least a part 
of the first portion, the objects at least partly preventing doping atoms from being 
implanted," is also drawn to a product-by-process, and therefore given no patentable 
weight (MPEP 2113). 

With respect to claim 14, the limitation of "wherein at least a part of the doping 
atoms carry a charge when they are implanted and a deflection unit randomly deflecting 
the charged doping atoms by applying a random deflection signal is used as the means 
for increasing the random parametric variations," is also drawn to a product-by-process, 
and therefore given no patentable weight (MPEP 21 13). 

Initially, and with respect to claims 10-15, note that a "product by process" claim 

is directed to the product per se, no matter how actually made. In re Thorpe et al., 227 

USPQ 964, (CAFC, 1985) and the related case law cited therein which makes it clear 

that it is the final product per se which must be determined in a "product by process" 

claim, and not the patentability of the process, and that, as here, an old or obvious 

product produced by a new method is not patentable as a product, whether claimed in 

"product by process" claims or not. As stated in Thorpe: 

Even though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the 
process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. In re 
Brown, 459 F.2d 531, 535, 173 USPQ 685, 688 (CCPA 1972); In re Pilkington, 
411 F.2d 1345, 1348, 162 USPQ 145, 147 (CCPA 1969); Buono v. Yankee Maid 
Dress Corp., 77 F.2d 274, 279, 26 USPQ 57, 61 (2d. Cir. 1935); 

Note that Applicant has burden of proof in such cases as the above case law 

makes it clear. 
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5. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lofstrom (US 6,161,213) in view of Bohr et al. (US 6,337,507). 

With respect to claim 7, Lofstrom teaches all the limitations of the claim, as set 
forth above in claim 6, with the exception of explicitly disclosing wherein the ohmic 
resistor comprises a silicide material and has a shape, the random parametric variations 
comprising a random disthbution of shapes. 

However, Bohr teaches an ohmic resistor (polysilicon layer 105, FIG. 2A), 
comprising a silicide material (104) which has a shape (FIG. 2A; col. 3, lines 6-20). 
and the random parametric variations comprising a random distribution of shapes (col. 
3: Ins. 58-67). 

With respect to claims 8 and 9, Bohr teaches that the polysilicon resistors (205, 
FIG. 2B) may be doped with p-type or n-type, in order to adjust the resistance and form 
p-n junctions (col. 3: Ins. 41-50). Thus, it is implicit that during the manufacturing 
process of the polysilicon resistors, insulating impurities are diffused into the resistors, 
and thereby electrically insulate parts of the ohmic resistors (FIG. 28). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teaching of Bohr, with the device of Lofstrom, for 
the purpose of increasing the random parametric variations of the resistors by forming 
silcides on the resistors or introducing insulating impurities into the resistors, and 
thereby, improving the robustness and reliability of the cell identification circuit. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner should be directed to Abul Kalam whose telephone number is 571-272-8346. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9 AM - 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wael M. Fahmy can be reached on 571-272-1705. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/A. K./ 



/Thao X Lei 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2814 



